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Keeping pace with the modern concept of ac- 
celerated growth and progress in industry, trans- 
portation, education, medicine, recreation, and 
the arts — time and time again Peden has proved 
its ability to supply the structural steel needs for a 
vast array of diversified construction — on sched- 
ule and within budget figures. 

An impressive example is Raleigh's new Chas. 
F. Carroll Jr. High School where Peden was re- 
sponsible for the supply and fabrication require- 
ments involving over 300 tons of structural steel. 


Steel for Community Strength 


Peden Steel Company’s continued rapid growth 
as an important and dependable partner to con- 
struction is the result of a willingness and ability to 
provide the best combination of complete steel 
service and supply available anywhere in the 
Southeastern United States. 

Just as with clients who have appointed us re- 
peatedly, a call to Peden Steel will put the full 
resources of one of the area’s largest and fastest 
growing structural steel companies at your disposal. 


PEDEN STEEL COMPANY 


Raleigh, N. C. 
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GREATER CHARLOTTE CENTRAL AREA PLAN 


A. G. ODELL JR. AND ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS 


The preparation of a Master Plan for 
Central Charlotte has been in process 
Since October, 1964. |t was financed 
by the City of Charlotte and the Down- 
town Charlotte Association and exe- 
cuted by A. G. Odell, Jr. and Associates, 
Architects. The architects were as- 
sisted by Hammer, Greene, Siler As- 
sociates, Economic Consultants; Dr. 
David Wallace of Wallace & McHarg 
Associates; and Wilbur Smith and As- 
sociates, Traffic Consultants. 


During August of 1965, eight alternate 
plans for the central area were present- 
ed. After public and private review by 
Community leadership, a plan incor- 
porating all of those elements consid- 
ered essential to the future development 
of Central Charlotte was accepted. Each 
major element of the plan was given a 
full public hearing and accepted only 
after a complete evaluation of all perti- 
nent factors by the Joint Committee for 
the Master Plan. 


Throughout the planning process a num- 
ber of technical reports and memoran- 
dums were issued by the consultants. 
And during the 20-month period this 
plan was under development, a great 
deal of factual material was made avail- 
able for appropriate agencies. 


The time and talents so generously con- 
tributed by numerous public officials 


and businessmen toward making pos- 
sible the presentation of this plan are 
greatly appreciated. 


I. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
IMMEDIATE ACTION 


1. Traffic Movement and Circulation 


2. Convention Center and Related 
Parking Garage 


3. Additional Downtown Parking Fa- 
cilities 


4. Independence Square 


5. Link Between Downtown and 
Government Center 


6. Extension of Core Area Develop- 
ment and Convention Boulevard 


7. Central Residential Areas 


1. THE GOALS 


A. Improved Access to Metropoli- 
tan Area 


B. New Convention Center 


C. Expand Number of Off-Street 
Parking Structures 


D. Compact Core Area Oriented to 
Pedestrians 


E. Creation of Visual and Function- 
al Connection between the Cen- 
tral Business District and the 
Governmental Center 


F. The Governmental Center 


G. Elimination of Blight on Eastern 
Edge of Core Area 


H. Provide Close-In High Density 
Residential Areas 


І. Recommend Sites for Stadium, 
Zoo, and Botanical Gardens 


J. Provide for Core Area Public 
Transit Facilities 


K. Provide Additional Parks 


L. Provide for the Support and 
Growth of Major Downtown 
Functions 


M. Provide Esthetic Amenities 


М. Recommend Sites for Future 
Medical Facilities 


Ш. THE CENTRAL AREA 
A. Traffic Plan 
B. Land Use Plan 
C. Park Plan 


D. Core Area Plan 
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ARCHITECT'S MODEL AND PLAN FOR CORE AREA 


A SYMBOL 
Arrows represent 
two-way movement 
adopted as the sign of 
Greater Charlotte 
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NEW CONVENTION CENTER 


Looking west to the Convention Center and to 
Independence Square from East Trade street. 


рт. INDEPENDENCE SQUARE 
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At the present time Charlotte has а considerable investment in facili- 
ties capable of supporting mass-attendance events. While the general 
quality of these facilities is excellent, most are located away from the 
center of the city and do not work to the community's best advantage. 
And although they constitute an impressive array of space, there is 
no one building capable of providing the optimum service required 
for mass-attendance events. 


It is believed that a new downtown convention and exhibition center 
would be in substantial demand for consumer and commercial trade 
shows, conventions of all sizes, miscellaneous meetings and con- 
ferences, and other general community events. 
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COMPACT CORE AREA ORIENTED ТО PEDESTRIANS 


Looking west at Independence Square. 
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A significant public open space should be provided in the immediate core area of 
Downtown Charlotte to provide a focus for redevelopment and encourage a signifi- 
cant increase in adjacent private investments. It is proposed that Charlotte put the 
"Square" back in Independence Square. 

The block bounded by South Tryon, East Trade, College, and 4th streets lies at the 
heart of Downtown Charlotte's "Independence Square." By comparison with the 
blocks on the other three sides of the "Square," this block is badly blighted. The 
southwestern corner of this block is being developed to provide that segment with 
a new downtown office facility. 

It is recommended that the remainder of the block be cleared and redeveloped for 
three main purposes: 

1. Removal of substantial commercial blight represented by most of the existing 
development in a block at a strategic location in the very heart of Downtown 
Charlotte. 

2. Provision of first-class sites intended to encourage substantial private invest- 
ment in new office, hotel, and retail space adjacent to the proposed conven- 
tion-exhibition complex, and 

3. Creation of a greatly needed open-space in the intensively developed core 
area. 
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PROVIDE FOR CORE AREA PUBLIC TRANSIT FACILITIES 
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There are more than 800 parking spaces on public streets in Down- 
town Charlotte. The time has long passed when the community can 
afford to use even a small part of its public thoroughfares for vehicular 
parking. Neither does Charlotte have the core area street capacity 
to permit the blocking of traffic movement on public streets by parked 
service vehicles. The traffic consultants estimate that by 1980, a mini- 
mum of 120,000 vehicles per day—47,000 more than the present 
volume—will enter the central area. The public streets must be pre- 
pared to accommodate this growing demand, and the existing thor- 
oughfare system must be upgraded to facilitate access from the sub- 
urbs and beyond and from the proposed inner loop expressways. 
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PROVIDE ADDITIONAL PARKS TO ENCOURAGE 
COMPREHENSIVE RENEWAL AND MAJOR RESIDENTIAL 
FACILITIES IN THE FIRST WARD AND FOURTH 

WARD AREAS 
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It is further recommended that the City of Charlotte continue exploring 
the utilization of the Federal urban renewal program to obtain match- 
ing funds to help in the financing of public investments and to under- 
Write a portion of the cost of acquiring from and disposing to private 
land owners and developers those central area properties determined 
to be essential to the future economic health of Downtown Charlotte. 
Public open spaces suggested in the plan may fall within the scope 
of recent legislation passed by Congress relating to parks, open space 
and recreation. All necessary effort should be expanded to qualify 
appropriate open space for partial Federal financing. 
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GOVERNMENTAL CENTER STUDY 


J. N. PEASE ASSOCIATES 


Architects — Engineers — Planners 


CHARLOTTE, N. C. 


Charles DuBose, FAIA, Architect and Planning Consultant, Hartford, Connecticut 


Richard C. Bell Associates, Landscape Architects, Raleigh, N. C. 


Seldom is there the opportunity for a 
city and a county to join together in 
the development of a new complex of 
government buildings on an ample site 
near the heart of a city. The realities 
of economics and the difficulties of land 
assembly in the central areas frequently 
would hamper acquisition of an ade- 
quate site and limit the design poten- 
tial of the project, so the possibility of 
developing a magnificent 60 acre prop- 
erty, which already includes existing city 
and county structures, is a remarkable 
opportunity and Charlotte and Mecklen- 
burg County have shown great fore- 
sight in seizing upon it to plan so bold- 
ly for the future. 


In the design of a governmental center 
to be built in progressive stages over a 
period of many years, it is essential 
that a decisive plan be established 
which not only states in eloquent terms 
the solution to immediate needs, but 
also makes provision for orderly ex- 
pansion in the future. Adequate park- 
ing and convenient access to transporta- 
tion must be provided at every stage 
of development, and the circulation pat- 
terns of vehicles and pedestrians sepa- 
rated wherever possible. These prac- 
tical necessities must be achieved in 
a manner economically and visually 


satisfying and finally the project as a 
whole must reaffirm the importance of 
the central city and contribute towards 
its revitalization. 


Since 1924, when the existing city hall, 
new police, health, and fire depart- 
ment buildings were built, and 1927 
when the county court house was com- 
pleted; the center of the city-county 
government has been located on East 
Trade Street in a "governmental com- 
plex". This two block area was aug- 
mented in 1961 by the addition of the 
county office building between Third 
and Fourth Streets. 


In 1958, a report by the Planning Com- 
mission proposed the establishment of 
a multiblock governmental center. With 
the advent of the urban renewal pro- 
gram, this proposal was given the final 
emphasis necessary to become a real- 
istic project. This report is the next 
step in the planning process necessary 
to make this "governmental center" a 
reality—a comprehensive study and 
plan for the development of the cen- 
ter area. 


Primarily, it is a report to provide 
necessary guide lines for the develop- 
ment of the governmental center 
through the year 2000 AD. Secondly, 
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it is a report to intelligently relate this 
area to the future development of the 
entire Charlotte-Mecklenburg area and 
to make it a vital part of the overall 
development. 


The third objective of this report, and 
possibly the most important, is to pro- 
pose, aS a part of the development of 
a better environment for city-county 
employees, a facility that will benefit 
the whole population of Mecklenburg 
County. 


The Governmental Center is today well 
along the way to realization. A good 
amount of the land needed has already 
been acquired and three of the major 
new structures are in the planning 
stages. Yet definite steps must be 
taken to make the center a reality. 


Primarily, A Governmental Center Com- 
mission must be established. This 
should be a small group of men with 
the power to make recommendations 
and to see that they are carried out. 
This group must be augmented by a 
professional organization of planners, 
architects and engineers that would be 
responsible to the commission for the 
overall planning, for the architectural 
continuity, and for the engineering co- 
ordination on a continuing basis. 


11. 


12; 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


LEGEND 


. Branch Library 


District Court House Parking 
Facility 


County Office Building 
Addition 


. County Office Building 


. Present City Hall, Future 


District Court House 


. County Court House 

. Jail Facility 

. Law Enforcement Facility 
. Elevated Pedestrian Mall 


. City Hall 


West Parking Building Plaza 
Fire Station 


First Baptist Church 
Property 


South Parking Building Plaza 
Employee's Center 
Education Center 

Federal State Office Facility 


Civic and Cultural Activities 
Building 


D m 
g ug 
= = = 
PR c га, = — Ені ЕЗ — oo A N 
= i пп 
Ve es T TES aa. = 
S d ў, N ГЫ 5 
ж 4 : ЧЕ || | Г] 
mi. i nnanl г 
jw ж. | ron | Ге ye 
lili Жу UHHH n Dan | 
0 | ЕЗ | 
1l Г 
tH H — ЯН: [ 
D 5 И 10 6 1 ҮН s | 
nh 2 | Н 
0 HHE: T Ë Z ПГ 分 
IHH 1 ЧИ | | ШІ 1] 3 
H НЫН d ІШ H 1 B 
D i m 11 
f 
а 1 = © =з со 55 97 1 сал 
FOURTH ST. 
= pas ca ea ap on пт 
= — =] 4 = сг 
К ШІ, | | U ii ИШ — — 
h TW D Ы — 
г : и, 3 
1 x |! н! | |! 
n 12. i ТТІ | 
ЕР =. | | 
ІІ | ни ! 
б = = | 19 
Y 
Ug ^ | 
ІШ Di 
— st. p F: c = a 
ome = — = tz 3 3 = са E 
| Р | ‘i d | | 
BT M A WT | 
ІШ | | 
[| | 
! | 
| А 
| B 
| "S 
| cli 
bok f 
| t iA 
3 dw | 
Ü » == W 
| lr | Wi 
| | ` 8 M 
E Ш (i x ! 
=> с} = [zz] 
БЭ e 2 er = = шо 
Н ІШ | ҮМ | ҮҮ КҮ 
0 | | ibl ІШ 
а | 1 ! | | ин 
ШІ 
M | i 
I n 
Wie m ! Т) 1 
mu 
0000 1 
| \ I NUI T 
| ІШ Wy Ш 
x 7 C i 
| | ІІ, 
Il — 
ІШ 
— Muro p * 
Wn | y^ 
m ' (i JW \ ү} 
Ш | ИТ uu ү ) | ; 
ы-і ші ү | 
INDEPENDENCE BLVD. 


SITE PLAN 2000 


13 


OCTOBER 1966 


— ТШ 


— 


ll 


EN 


V yr 
g / 


N 


— 
К у 


ШЙ 


Park, Lake and Landscaping 


The development of an informal 
park in all of the areas not desig- 
nated for other uses, and for 
those areas to be developed in 
later stages, is of prime impor- 
tance in the first phase. 


Continuity of landscaping, as 
well as structural elements, must 
be maintained. Trees and plant- 
ings will be utilized to give scale 
and life to resultant areas; they 
will be used as windbreaks, to 
define circulation, to soften the 


horizontal expanses, and to as- 
sist the transition from the hori- 
zontal plaza to the vertical archi- 
tecture. As the projects shall be 
done at different times by differ- 
ent designers, the continuity of 
the plant material will not be 
readily accomplished without 
thorough investigation and plan- 
ning. The overall effect will be 
that of a natural park setting, ex- 
cept where the architectural ar- 
rangement of man-made mate- 
rial requires a more formal de- 
sign. There shall be smaller 
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200 


areas landscaped to a more per- 
sonal scale, relating not only to 
the entire complex but to the use 
of the individual space and the 
people coming within it. 


Engineering studies have been 
contracted for to determine the 
feasibility of the lake to be lo- 
cated between Third and First 
Streets, and additional studies 
need to be made as soon as pos- 
sible to develop the small ponds 
between Third and Fourth 
Streets and Fourth and Trade 
Streets. 
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It must be strong enough to dom- 
inate new contruction tech- 
niques, new operational tech- 


For the governmental center to 
be more than a group of build- 
ings located haphazardly in re- 


lationship to the surrounding city 
and to each other, an imagina- 
tive concept for the development 
of the area is vital. This concept 
must be strong enough to domi- 
nate any change or variation in 
the overall scheme of planning. 


niques or even a new way ol life 
not visualized today. It must be 
dependent upon an approach 
that is as near "timeless" as 
possible, yet flexible enough to 
accept the new and the unseen. 
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How many way: 
Doren 


slazed brick? 


ate 


No. 500 Red о. 520 Yellow 


No. 530 Orange 


No. 30-1 Tan No. 40-1 Grey No. 50-1 Grey-Green 


No. 90-2 Off-White 


Boren Clay Products Company 
Pleasant Garden, North Carolina 


'an you get 
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No. 550 Green No. 10-1 White No. 20-1 Yellow 


11 


No. 60 Light Blue No. 70 Blue No. 80 Charcoal 


poe ret 


One of our newest glazed brick jobs: J. P. Stevens & Company, Inc., Charlotte, N. C. 
Architects & Engineers: J. N. Pease, Associates * Contractor: C. P. Street. 


e ve both counted correctly, we get to the number 13. Otherwise, Boren glazed brick are the same. 


ccent colors and 9 basic colors. They give you the same long life. The same load-bearing 
Accent colors are new. They give you a greater qualities. And they're all built on a red body. So you 


dom of design than we've ever been able to give get the layability and economy of a red brick and the 
before. beauty of a glazed one. 


basic colors are the same as always. But with a Another word: 
тепсе. We've built a new plant to craft these glazed Boren glazed brick number 13 should really be number 
l. It's the glazed brick that started it all for us. The 


k. So now you can get them faster and in greater à 
first glazed brick we manufactured. 


iities than before. This is also the only plant that 
es glazed brick in the South Atlantic States. We've come a long way since then. 13 ways to be exact. 
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Perspective view of Thomas 
U. Walters competitive de- 
sign for the enlargement of 
the Capitol, 1851. 


Perspective view from the 
northeast of Walters proposal 
for the enlargement of the 
Capitol, 1874. 


Perspective view from the 
northeast of Smithmeyer & 
Pelz's design for the central- 
portion extension, 1881. 


Reprinted from 
Tue AIA JounNar, April 1966 
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More Capitol Punishment 


BY FRANCIS D. LETHBRIDGE, AIA 


Chairman of the Joint Committee on Landmarks for 
the National Capital and a practicing architect in 
Washington, D.C., the author presents his views on 
the West Front extension. 


Ir WAS EIGHT YEARS AGO that a public hearing was held 
on the proposed extension of the United States Capitol, 
and to read the transcript of that hearing today makes 
one realize that more than just the eastern facade of 
the building has changed. Some of the architects who 
appeared before the Senate Committee on that occa- 
sion have passed beyond any further controversy, and 
others, in their efforts to prevent alteration of the East 
Front, so compromised their position on extensions to 
the West Front that they have since had little to say 
publicly on the subject. 

The Architect of the Capitol, J. George Stewart, 
nevertheless, has persisted in his intention to carry 
out all of the proposed "improvements" described in 
his report of August 1957, and the time draws near 
when any further discussion on the merits of the West 
Front extension will be purely academic. 

The arguments for the East Front extension, it will 
be recalled, were threefold. First, that the change 
would correct an architectural inconsistency that had 
occurred at the time the new dome was erected over 
the walls of the existing rotunda, causing the skirt of 
the dome to project over the front portico, a flaw that 
the architect of the dome, Thomas U. Walter, had 
been anxious to rectify from the time of its construc- 
tion. Second, that the original sandstone and rubble 
walls of the older, central portion of the building were 
in poor structural condition, and that the surface of 
the porous Acquia sandstone was corroded and caked 
with the innumerable coats of paint that had been 
applied since 1819. Third, that the additional space 
obtained by moving the east wall 32 feet 6 inches 
forward was needed by Congress in addition to that 
space which might be obtained by the proposed ex- 
tension of the West Front. 

Opponents of the change, on the other hand, 
argued that the original walls had unique historical 
values which should be preserved; that the projection 
of the dome beyond the walls of the building had 
been a happy esthetic accident which should be per- 
petuated; and that the cost of the extension, in terms 
of space gained, was outrageously high. | 


In retrospect it appears clear that the first argument 
for the East Front extension—that of improving the 
architectural relationship of the front portico to the 
dome—was a valid one, and that the new relationship 
of the central portion of the building to the wings is 
an acceptable change, if no improvement. It was un- 
deniably true that serious problems of erosion and 
structural failure were present, but it was never 
established that they could not have been corrected 
without the construction of new walls some distance 
forward of the old, if this had been considered of 
paramount importance. This last point is still a real 
issue, for the central portion of the West Front is 
today in essentially the same state of disrepair as was 
the East Front eight years ago. It is only fair to point 
out that the Architect of the Capitol, and the consul- 
tants who have been retained by him to study the 
structural problems, have never argued that the con- 
ditions of the exterior walls could not be corrected 
except by building new outside walls to buttress them. 
They have merely said this method of reconstruction 
would be effective and economical, that it would pro- 
vide additional space and would be least disruptive 
to continued activities within the building. 

The Associated Architects* who were commis- 
sioned "to furnish necessary architectural and engi- 
neering services for the extension of the Capitol and 
other authorized changes and improvements" devel- 
oped the need, to use Mr. Stewart's words, for 139,250 
additional square feet of floor space to accommodate 
present needs of Congress, with some allowance for 
future growth. Since the extension of the east central 
front has already provided 44,930 square feet of the 
total, the remaining 94,320 square feet are scheduled 
for construction in the proposed extension of the 
West Front. 

It has been proposed that the Senate and House 
restaurant facilities be moved to the west terrace, 
together with an additional visitors’ and employees’ 


*Roscoe DeWitt and Fred L. Hardison of Dallas; Alfred Easton 
Poor and Albert Homer Swanke of New York City; and Jesse M. 
Shelton and Alan G. Stanford of Atlanta. 
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restaurant, their combined area to be about 55,000 
square feet with seating accommodations for 1,305 
persons. In addition to the new Capitol restaurant 
space, the West Front additions are scheduled to 
provide 8 committee rooms, 55 offices, 7 storage rooms 
and extensive additions to the facilities for vertical 
circulation in the building, including 6 passenger ele- 
vators, 2 freight elevators and 6 escalators. 

Obviously, the proposed extension of the West 
Front is in response to these estimated needs, some 
of which, such as the improvements in vertical circu- 
lation, would be difficult, if not impossible to build 
without further enlarging the central portion of the 
building. We are in no position to challenge these 
needs without the benefit of an up-to-date study, but 
we should challenge whether providing this additional 
space by further alteration of the Capitol is going to 
be at a price—historically or esthetically—that is too 
great to pay. Specifically the questions to be answered 
are these: 

1) Should the walls of the West Front be repaired 
or restored in their present position? 

2) Should the entire facade of the central portion 
of the West Front be rebuilt some distance forward 
of the present walls? 


3) Should the West Front be redesigned and re- 
built in a basically different manner some distance 
forward of the present walls? 

Probably few people are aware that it is the third 
alternative which is being carried forward at the 
present time by the Architect of the Capitol. The 
report of August 1957 states, “It is proposed to extend 
the basement story of the west central portion of the 
Capitol, across the courtyards, to the west terrace 
structure. It is also proposed to partially extend the 
west terrace structure and to relocate the west steps 
and approaches. It is further proposed to extend the 
original north and south wings of the west central por- 
tion of the Capitol, and the House and Senate connec- 
tions, by erection of additions to these portions of the 
central structure, from the first floor to the attic floor, 
inclusive; also, to enlarge the West Portico." 


The widening of the west portico, if carried out, 
will alter the proportions of the entire West Front, 
will obliterate all external evidence of the original 
Thornton-Latrobe wings and will present a broad, 
almost unbroken facade at the line of the House and 
Senate Wings. The proposed terrace alterations will 
also radically change the appearance of that structure 
from the Capitol grounds, for the two great flights of 
steps designed by Olmsted which cascade down from 
either side of the central portico will be moved so far 
apart as to present an entirely different effect. Another 
subtlety will be lost as well, for these flights now 
terminate at walks which are an extension of the lines 
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of Pennsylvania and Maryland Avenues, the terminus 
of L'Enfants patte d'oie. 

Let us return, however, to the first alternative— 
preservation or restoration of the existing walls. It can 
be seen from an examination of the proposed plan of 
extension that preservation in this instance is not 
simply a matter of preserving the stones and mortar 
of the old walls, but rather a question of preserving 
the present proportions of the building, of preserving 
any visible evidence of the original work of Thornton, 
Latrobe or Bulfinch, and of preserving the quality of 
the design of Olmsted's terraces and grounds. There 
is no reasonable doubt that the extensive repairs are re- 
quired, and it would probably be perverse at this 
point, with the East Front reconstruction completed 
in marble, to insist that the damaged sandstone be 
replaced with the original material. 


The recommendations of Carrere & Hastings in 
1905 were to extend the East Front in marble, but to 
reface the West Front in marble in its present position. 
Those preservationists who were vigorously espousing 
the cause of Senate Bill S-2883 in 1958, to “eliminate 
the requirement that the extension, reconstruction and 
replacement of the central portion of the United States 
Capitol be in substantial accord with Scheme B [the 
Carrere & Hastings recommendations] of the architec- 
tural plan of March 3, 1905,” might well at this point 
be arguing that the Architect of the Capitol be held 
strictly to that plan. 


Alternative elevation of a design of the West Front by 
Dr. Thornton. Known as the two-dome proposal, it has 
a circular conference room beyond the central rotunda. 


The existing Senate and House dining rooms were 
enlarged to an adequate size when the East Front was 
extended, so that an additional dining room for em- 
ployees and visitors might be provided within the 
space between the existing steps on the west terrace, 
even though that arrangement would probably involve 
a less efficient separation of kitchen facilities. 


There is no esthetic or practical reason why the 
courts between the west side of the Capitol and the 
terraces cannot be developed as interior spaces as 
proposed, and it is quite possible that a well-designed 
revision of the north and south terraces could provide 
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Plan of the proposed extensions to the Capitol, presented bu the Architect of the Сарйо1 at public hearings before the Senate 
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on February 17, 1958. The shaded portion below represents the extension of the East Front completed in 1962. The shaded 
portion at the top illustrates the proposed extension of the West Front. 


an amount of space for offices and committee rooms 
equivalent to or greater than that provided under 
Scheme C, the proposed extension of the West Front. 

The charge by the Joint Committee on Landmarks 
of the National Capital that the present plans amount 
to “historical vandalism” was anticipated by Mr. 
Stewart as early as 1958 when he said, “From the 
viewpoint of those concerned with sentiment and with 
the preservation of the Capitol intact, in its present 
state and condition, it must be remembered that ex- 
tension of the West Front also affects the work of our 
first three architects and, on such basis, would fall into 
the same category of ‘desecration’ and ‘vandalism’ as is 
alleged against the East Front extension. Should 
it happen that the same hue and cry which has been 
raised over the extension of the East Front should 
occur if the extension of the West Front were at- 
tempted, the Congress would really be in a sorry plight 
for adequate space in which to do its work.” 

That this “sorry plight” isn’t necessarily so is made 
clear in his own report from the Associated Architects. 
It outlined five additional possible solutions to future 
needs for expansion, the first two of which involve 
extension of the House and Senate Wings, but the 
last three of which are concerned with further pos- 
sible revisions of the terrace area. Mr. Stewart was 
guilty of some exaggeration, too, in his fears that 
“sentimentalists” would insist upon “preservation in- 
tact, in its present state and condition.” 

The architecture of the Capitol is inextricably 
bound up with its history, with the men who designed 


the building as well as the men who have helped to 
make the country’s history within its walls. It is the 
wonderful building it is, in part at least, because it 
still exhibits each of the stages of its development as 
a distinct part in the composition of the total mass 
of the building. 

I have never heard an argument for the proposed 
changes to the West Front saying there would be an 
effort to improve the existing work of Thornton, La- 
trobe, Bulfinch, Walter and Olmsted. Whether this 
is simply modesty on the part of the architects, or a 
stern conviction that “form follows function,” I can- 
not tell. I would maintain, nevertheless, that such 
changes are undesirable even if they were improve- 
ments in form, for they would destroy or obscure 
something of even greater value. 

There is bound to be a limit to the amount of 
space that can be added to the main body of the 
Capitol without its becoming a formless and confused 
mass, and that limit might as well be accepted now 
as 10 years from now when irreparable damage might 
already have been committed. It is a procedure, fur- 
thermore, that can never hope to solve all of the fore- 
seeable future needs of Congress, for which purpose a 
new study and master plan of the entire Capitol 
grounds should be prepared. 

The second alternative of reconstructing the west 
central facade, in its present form but some distance 
forward of the existing walls, is less desirable from 
the historical-architectural standpoint than restoration 
in place. But it can be preferred, nonetheless, to 
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currently published plans if the functional advantages 
of gaining more space above the basement floor cause 
Congress to insist upon such additions, or if the re- 
construction of the existing walls cannot be accom- 
plished without intolerable interference with the busi- 
ness of the House and Senate. 

Now that "the deed has been done" on the East 
Front, there is a certain classical logic in rebalancing 
the basically symmetrical form of the plan by adding 
an equal amount of space on the west side. It would 
amount to another strip 32 feet 6 inches wide, a dis- 
tance that represents approximately the width of two 
bays of the flanking Senate and House wings. Such a 
procedure would involve the extension of the central 
portico as well as the old wings in order to retain 
their existing relationship to one another. 


Elevation of Samuel Dobie's competitive design. More 
sophisticated than some of the other submittals, Jeffer- 
son's influence may be witnessed here. Dobie had super- 
vised construction of the Virginia State Capitol. 


This would cause further interference with the view 
of the Capitol dome from points due west of the porti- 
co, but less than in the presently proposed plan from 
an oblique angle. It would probably not seriously affect 
the long view from the Mall or Pennsylvania Avenue. 

It is interesting to note that Olmsted showed an 
extended west portico on his plans and perspectives 
of the west terraces at the time they were proposed in 
1874. Under such a scheme the image, if not the reality, 
of the older portions of the building would be pre- 
served and the need for extensive remodeling of the 
terraces might be eliminated. 

The third alternative, which so far as we know 
is the plan that is now being followed, has already 
been described. It is the least desirable of the three 
and should join the file of never-carried-out plans 
for the Capitol. Such proposals have a history that 
dates back to the original competition held in the 
spring of 1792. The brief invitation to submit draw- 
ings brought forth a variety of responses, none of 
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which was totally satisfactory to the Commissioners 
or to the President. 

The submissions included a very respectable and 
conservative Georgian design by Samuel McIntire; 
a charmingly naive proposal by Philip Hart that in 
detail is vaguely reminiscent of Independence Hall; 
an adaptation of Palladio's Villa Rotunda submitted 
by Samuel Dobie; a strange melange of medieval 
and Georgian detail on a building that surrounded 
a square open courtyard by James Diamond of Mary- 
land; and a fairly sophisticated design, to judge by 
later drawings which have survived, by Stephen 
(Etienne Sulpice) Hallet, a French emigre who was 
then residing in Philadelphia. 

Thornton’s winning design, which was submitted 
after the close of the competition (setting a prece- 
dent for confusion in federal architectural competi- 
tions persisting to the present time), was a far simpler, 


Elevation of James Diamonds’ competitive design. The 
weathercock may have been an act of desperation on his 
part when he saw what he had done, or may possibly be 
the addition of some wag after submittal. 


more monumental conception than any of the previous 
designs. It was one that more clearly reflected the de- 
sires of Washington and Jefferson for a Capitol that 
would somehow express the strength and virtues of 
the infant republic. 

Thornton never had clear sailing in the execution of 
his design. He declined to supervise its construc- 
tion; he lacked the technical experience to carry 
through the work on a major public building in a day 
when the architect was obliged to provide truly 
“comprehensive services.” The short-tempered doc- 
tor thereupon had a succession of difficulties with 
Hallet, who was retained as supervising architect, and 
George Hadfield who later succeeded to the job. Both 
had sought to alter his design, and the even-tempered 
James Hoban assumed the responsibility for construc- 
tion from the year 1798, until the appointment of Ben- 
jamin Latrobe in March 1803. 

Latrobe brought to the position an already estab- 
lished reputation as an architect of great talent and 
skill. He was much respected by President Jefferson 
and managed to impose his own ideas upon the in- 


terior design and in plans for the central portion 
of the building which were carried out, after his 
retirement in 1817, by Charles Bulfinch who com- 
pleted the original building in 1829. 

Robert Mills, who was Architect of Public Build- 
ings at the time, proposed several forms of extension 
to the Capitol in the year 1850. Mills’ designs de- 
serve special mention for it is hard to believe that 
they were not the genesis of Walters final designs 
for the wings and dome. The few sketches of Mills 
that have survived are much more like the Capitol as 
we see it today than were Walter's first competition 
drawings of the same period, for Mills had already 
seized upon the idea of a great dome, modeled in 
scale and form after that of St. Peter's, to be construct- 
ed over the foundations of the rotunda. 

He evidently was intrigued by the idea of develop- 
ing the expanded building in the form of a cross, the 


Design by Hallet, 1793. His drawings, which show the 
professional competence of a trained. architect, are pro- 
phetic, in a distorted way, of the present building. 


enlarged dome to act as a dominant focal point at 
the center, but he also prepared drawings of an ex- 
tention of wings to the sides attached with an in- 
genious arrangement of interior courts to prevent 
blanking the windows of the older building. Mills' 
plans were not accepted by the Senate, which insisted 
that a competition be held, and in 1851 President Mil- 
lard Fillmore appointed Thomas U. Walter as Archi- 
tect of the Capitol. Mills at that time was already 
70 and died four years later, in March 1855. Walter 
was 47 and destined to work on the Capitol for the 
next 14 years. 


The list of designs for "the Capitol that never 
was” continued to the turn of the century, and the 
more familiar proposals of Carrere & Hastings for ex- 
pansion of the building in the year 1905 by the survival 
of two plans for monstrous enlargements submitted 
by Thomas Walter in 1874, nine years after his re- 
tirement as Architect of the Capitol. 

Walter had apparently never completely given 
up an infatuation with his earliest competition studies, 
which extended a vast interior gallery eastward from 
the rotunda, and the years he had spent since leaving 
Washington, working on Philadelphia's City Hall, 
might have clouded the esthetic judgment of any man. 


The ubiquitous Washington firm of Smithmeyer & 
Pelz submitted a grotesque scheme in 1881 that would 
have left nothing of the original central portion of 
the building but the rotunda and dome, which they 
planned to embellish with eight additional domed 
turrets. 

Admittedly the present proposal for the exten- 
sion of the West Front is more modest than some 
that have been discarded in the past, but it has neither 
the merit of sensitive historic preservation nor the 
merit of bold architectural concepts. It falls to the 
inevitable level of an unhappy compromise, for it 
fails to recognize that time has changed what can 
and cannot be done to this one building that symbol- 
izes the aspirations and growth of the country from 
the time of its founding through the age of confidence 
and material prosperity which characterized the last 
decades of the 19th century. 

If the old stones of the Capitol are crumbling let 
them be restored, or replaced if need be, but let us 
refrain from padding its bones with layers of rooms 
until it becomes a shapeless mass signifying nothing 
but its own bulk. Congress deserves a mid-20th cen- 
tury answer to its space needs, not a misguided mid- 
19th century alteration to a venerable building de- 
serving of respectful preservation. 


Section of a design proposed by Robert Mills in 1850. 
The great masonry dome—similar in concept but not in 
detail to St. Peter sas to be built over the existing 
rotunda, with new wings for the Senate and House. 


Statement of The American Institute of Architects: The 
Institute believes that the Capitol of the United States 
is a vitally important symbol of our nation's government. 
As such, it should be preserved. If reconstruction is 
structurally necessary, it should be carried out in strict 
accordance with the present design. If the Capitol con- 
tinues to expand, it will rapidly lose all resemblance to 
the original building. The AIA believes that it should be 
a permanent policy of the Congress that the exterior of 
the Capitol is to remain unchanged. Today, the West 
Front contains the last remaining external vestiges of 
the Capitol as it was originally designed and built. It is 
the only important link with the beginnings of the build- 
ing. If the West Front of the Capitol is extended, we will 
have buried the last of those walls that date from the 
early years of the Republic, and will have obscured a part 


of our history that can never be restored. ^ —ocr. 13, 1965 
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Salisbury, N. C. 
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Mid- State tile со. 
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SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
SEMINAR SLATED FOR 
CHARLOTTE 


John L. Cameron 


The Park Center Auditorium, Charlotte, will be 
the site for a School Construction Seminar and Work- 
shop to be presented by the Carolina? Chapter, The 
Producers Council, Inc., at 1:30 P.M., November 2, 
1966. 

The purpose of this Seminar is to provide an 
opportunity for school officials, architects, engineers 
and manufacturers of building materials and equip- 
ment to exchange ideas on current trends in education, 
especially as related to needs in educational facilities. 

Dr. John L. Cameron, Chief School Housing Sec- 
tion, U.S. Office of Education, will be the keynote 
speaker. A professional panel discussion featuring Dr. 
A. Craig Phillips, Superintendent Charlotte-Mecklen- 
burg School System, Dr. J. G. McCracken, Superin- 
tendent, District #7, Spartanburg County Schools, 
Mr. Leslie N. Boney, Jr., F.A.I.A., Leslie N. Boney and 
Associates, Architects, Mr. Louis M. Wolff, A. I. A., 
Lyles, Bisset, Carlisle and Wolff, Architects, and Mr. 
Emmett W. Bryan, PE, Mechanical Engineer, A. G. 
Odell, Jr. and Associates, Architects, will follow the 
keynote address. 

Product application workshops, exhibits of school 
building products and systems will be presented for 
discussion and inspection. 


Boyd & Goforth, Inc. 


GENERAL CONTRACTORS 


OVER 40 YEARS EXPERIENCE 


IN BRIDGES, COMMERCIAL 
INDUSTRIAL, PILING 
AND UTILITIES 


4601 S. Blvd. Charlotte, N. C. 


ideally combined M 


| | Cy € TEXTURE-SHAPE-COLOR/ KEY INGREDIENTS OF ATTRACTIVE 
BORDEN BRICK PLUS A LOT OF ADDED SERVICE 


BRICK AND TILE CO. 
GOLDSBORO DURHAM SANFORD 


NORTH CAROLINA STATE'S SCHOOL OF DESIGN AND 
NORTH CAROLINA DESIGN FOUNDATION NEWS 


The main function of the Design Foundation is to 
provide funds for salary supplement purposes at the 
North Carolina State School of Design. These funds 
materially aid the School in attracting and holding 
high-caliber faculty members and to remain competi- 
tive with other institutions. 

The Architectural Profession and North Carolina 
State University wishes to thank all patrons listed 
below. These firms and individuals contributed to 
the North Carolina Design Foundation between Sep- 
tember 1, 1965, and August 31, 1966, the Founda- 
tions last fiscal year. Interested persons may write 
Box 5067, State College Station, Raleigh, North Caro- 
lina. 


Industrial and Business Contributors: 


Adams Concrete Products Company of Durham 

Andco Industries Corporation, Greensboro 

Arnold Stone Company, Greensboro 

Barger Construction Company, Mooresville 

Beeson & Beeson, Architects, Johnson City, Tenn. 

Richard C. Bell, Raleigh 

The Bonitz Insulation Company, Greensboro 

Borden Brick and Tile Company, Goldsboro 

Boyette-Trotter Floor Covering, Inc., Charlotte 

Brick and Tile Service, Inc., Greensboro 

Budd-Piper Roofing Company, Durham 

Robert G. Campbell, Kernersville 

Cape Fear Construction Company, Inc., 
Fayetteville 

Carolina Builders Corporation, Raleigh 

Carolina Steel & Iron Company, Greensboro 

Lewis Clarke, Raleigh 

Constructors Supply Company, Inc., Durham 

Joseph Dave Foundation, Asheville 

Delph Hardware & Specialty Co., Charlotte 

Dixie Concrete Products, Inc., Winston-Salem 

Durham Builders Supply Company, Durham 

Fogle Brothers Company, Winston-Salem 

Fowler-Jones Construction Co., Winston-Salem 

Furniture Foundation, Inc., High Point 

Garland Woodcraft Company, Inc., Durham 

General Specialties Company, Inc., Charlotte 

Giant Portland Cement Company, Raleigh 

Gary Giles, Wrightsville Beach 

Globe Furniture Foundation, High Point 

Home Security Life Insurance Company, Durham 

Howard Construction Company, Inc., Lincolnton 

Howell Steel Service, Inc., Weldon 

Hunt Construction Co., Durham 

Erwin Jones & Company, Inc., Charlotte 
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The Mabie-Bell Schokbeton Corp., Greensboro 
N. C. Concrete Masonry Association, Raleigh 
Peden Steel Company, Raleigh 

Pritchard Paint & Glass Co., Charlotte 

The Producers’ Council, Inc., Charlotte 
Scarborough Builders Supply Co., Lumberton 
Snow Lumber Company, High Point 

Southern Photo Print & Supply Co., Greensboro 
Nello L. Teer Company, Durham 

United States Plywood Corporation, Raleigh 

A. B. Whitley, Inc., Greenville 

J. D. Wilkins Company, Greensboro 

Е. Graham Williams Company, Inc., Atlanta, Ga. 
C. T. Wilson Construction Co., Inc., Durham 
C. C. Woods Construction Co., Inc., Durham 


Architectural Firms and Associates: 


Ballard, McKim and Sawyer, Wilmington 
James L. Beam, Jr., Gastonia 

James H. Benton, Charlotte 

James E. Biggs, Hickory 

Joseph N. Boaz, Raleigh 

James L. Brandt, Raleigh 

Paul Braswell, Charlotte 

Fred W. Butner, Jr., Winston-Salem 
Cameron Associates, Charlotte 

Robert W. Carr, Durham 

Lawrence Waldron Cobb, Charlotte 

Colvin, Hammill and Walter, Winston-Salem 
William C. Correll, Raleigh 

Ralph W. Crump, Winston-Salem 

Robert L. Daniels, Brevard 

Dodge and Beckwith, Raleigh 

Ferebee and Walters, Charlotte 

Eric G. Flannagan and Sons, Henderson 
Angelo Forlidas, Charlotte 

William F. Freeman, Inc., High Point 
Philippe W. Gilissen, Hickory 

Graves & Toy, Charlotte 

Chas. Morrison Grier & Associates, Inc., Charlotte 
George F. Hackney - Charles F. Knott, Durham 
M. A. Ham & Associates, Durham 

J. Hyatt Hammond Associates, Asheboro 
Harrell & Clark, Hickory 

Harris & Pyne, Durham 

Hayes, Howell & Associates, Southern Pines 
James C. Hemphill, Jr., Charlotte 

Holland and Riviere, Shelby 

Holroyd & Gray, Charlotte 

The Freeman-White Associates, Inc., Charlotte 
James R. Johnson, Jr., Charlotte 


J. Bertram King, Asheville 

James F. Kluttz, Salisbury 

Luther S. Lashmit, Winston-Salem 
Basil G. F. Laslett, Fayetteville 

John D. Latimer, Durham 

Elizabeth B. Lee, Lumberton 

Vernon E. Lewis, Burlington 

Edward Loewenstein, Greensboro 
MacMillan & MacMillan, Fayetteville 
Henry Clyde McDonald, Jr., Brevard 
McKimmon and Rogers, Raleigh 
James R. McVicker, Jr., Raleigh 

W. H. O’Cain, Hendersonville 

A. G. Odell, Jr. & Associates, Charlotte 
Jesse M. Page, Jr., Raleigh 

John G. Pappas, Greensboro 

Sherman Pardue, Charlotte 

J. N. Pease & Company, Charlotte 
Gordon E. Peebles, Fayetteville 
Theodore J. Peters, Jacksonville 

John Erwin Ramsay, Salisbury 

Brian Shawcroft, Raleigh 

James N. Sherrill, Hickory 

William H. Sigmon, Raleigh 

G. Milton Small & Associates, Raleigh 
Owen F. Smith, Raleigh 

Aldo B. Cardelli, New Bern 
Stinson-Hines & Associates, Winston-Salem 
Robert F. Stone, Salisbury 

Sidney Wright Toman, New York, N. Y. 
Leif Valand, Raleigh 

James R. Washburn, Jr., Lake Lure 
Conrad B. Wessell, Jr., Goldsboro 
Wheatley, Whisnant & Associates, Charlotte 
J. B. Wiggins, Raleigh 

F. Carter Williams, Raleigh 

Charles E. Woodall, Durham 

Dean Henry L. Kamphoefner, Raleigh 
Joel E. Stegall, Jr., Charlotte 


The following business firms, individuals and or- 
ganizations are sponsoring scholarships for students, 
enrolled in the School of Design. These awards range 
from $300 to $750 annually. 

The Albert Q. Bell Memorial Scholarship 

Carolinas Chapter, The Producers' Council, Inc., 

Scholarship 
The Garden Club of North Carolina, Incorporated 
(5—Landscape Architecture ) 

Mid-State Tile Company Scholarship 

Carolina Solite Corporation 

Aluminum Company of America 


The North Carolina Design Foundation and the 
University’s School of Design wishes to encourage 
greater participation of this type. 
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Lightweight Insulating Products 


Save Labor and Structural Steel 


PLASTER AGGREGATE: for fireproofing, heat and 

sound reduction. 

FINISH PLASTER AGGREGATE: for slick trowel finish 
at low cost. 

STABILIZED CONCRETE AGGREGATE: for insulat- 
ing, light-weight roof decks and floors. 

ACOUSTICAL PLASTIC: for the lowest cost fireproof 
acoustical ceilings, old or new construction, .65 sound 
reduction at half inch thickness. 

HOME INSULATION: for attics and walls; harmless, 
efficient. 

WATER-REPELLENT MASONRY FILL INSULA- 
TION: for insulating masonry walls and sound con- 
ditioning. 

MONO-KOTE: a mill-mixed cementitious fireproofing 
material designed for direct application to steel floors 
and beams, or to concrete surfaces. 


ZONOLITE COMPANY 
W. R. GRACE & CO. 


Plants Serving This Area 


P. O. Box 1308 P. O. Box 347 
High Point, N. C. Beltsville, Md. 
Ph: 88 8-9978 Ph: GR 4-8200 


RENFROW DISTRIBUTORS ... 


Ceramic Tile Specialists 
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Complete line of SUNTILE products 
Suntile • Ceratile Marble • Spivak Ceratile Designs 


Horizon Tile Colors + Etruscan Tile + Sun Spray 


Design Service 。 Adhesives & Grouting Compounds 


RENFROW DISTRIBUTING COMPANY 


1822 Sunnyside Ave. Charlotte, N. C. Phone ED 4-6811 
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AIA TOWER 


This month for the first time we The sketch is the work of Gerald 
are pleased to show a charming Venable, graduate of NCSU’s 
sketch of the AIA Tower on our School of Design. 
back cover. The Tower is owned 
by the North Carolina Chapter ATA 
and serves as its headquarters. 

Originally built as Raleigh’s wa- 
ter tower, the structure was once 
topped by a 100,000-gallon tank. 
After the city abandoned the prop- 
erty, William Henley Deitrick, 
FAIA, renovated it and used the 
tower and outbuilding for offices. 
Following Deitrick’s retirement, the 
Chapter acquired the property in PATRONIZE 
N MSS 1963. 

AIA Tower At that time, the buildings were 
completely renewed and this year 
a pleasant garden court, designed 
by Richard C. Bell Associates, has ADVERTISERS 
been installed. The property has 
been designated for preservation 
by the Raleigh Historic Sites Com- 


mission. 
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VISIT THE 
W. А. Brown & Son 


MANUFACTURERS OF: 


Producers' Council 


SCHOOL PREFABRICATED 
WALK-IN 
CONSTRUCTION REFRIGERATORS SOUTHERN 
SEMINAR & FREEZERS ELEVATOR 


for Schools, Hospitals 


COMPANY 


Charlotte — November 2 and Institutional 


applications. 


A North Carolina Owned 


I А 
ALSO FOOD STORE FIXTURES & Operated Corporation 


BROWN 


SINCE 1910 


Be sure to see L.O.F.’s demonstra- 
tion of sidewall daylighting for bet- 
ter seeing. 


MANUFACTURERS OF 


PASSENGER & FREIGHT 
ELEVATORS- 
CABLE OR HYDRAULIC 


Call your local L.O.F. representative 
for time and place. 


e 
MAIN OFFICES & PLANT 


GREENSBORO, N.C. 


BRANCH OFFICE 
CHARLOTTE, N.C. 


А North Carolina Owned 
and Operated Company 
Since 1910. 


W. A. BROWN & SON 
INCORPORATED 
MAIN OFFICE & PLANT 
SALISBURY, N. C. 28144 
Box 1408 Tel: 636-5131 


(L. O. F.) Libbey е Owens е Ford 
Glass Co. 


Toledo, Ohio 43624 
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BRICKLAYING CHAMP 


Jackie Caldwell of Burlington, Route 7, is North 
Carolina's "Champion Apprentice Bricklayer of 1966." 
Caldwell walked away with top honors and a $200 
bond prize from the 13th annual N. C. Apprentice 
Bricklaying Contest held at the State Fair in Raleigh 
in October. A third place runner-up in 1965, Caldwell 
had no trouble moving up to the top spot this year, 
even with 39 other Tar Heel bricklayer apprentices 
competing for the prizes and honors. Caldwell is train- 
ing on the job while working for Burlington contractor 
Richard A. Robertson. The North Carolina Chapter, 
AIA, was a sponsor of the contest, and J. Hyatt Ham- 
mond, AIA, served as one of the judges. 


Ezra Meir & Associates 


709 W. Johnson St. Raleigh, N. C. 
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Architectural Metal 


W. Lee St. AT GLENWOOD Ave. 
GREENSBORO. N.C. 
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Acoustical & Roof Deck 
Contractors 


Movable Partitions — F ireproofing 


Other Building Specialties 


3224 Pelton Street 
Charlotte 3, N. C. 
Phone 523-4316 
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Lexington, North Carolina 


McDevitt & Street 
Company 


GENERAL CONTRACTORS 


145 Remount Road 
Charlotte, North Carolina 


Over 35 Years Continuous Experience in 
General Construction in the Southeast. 
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CALENDAR OF EVENTS 


October 26-29: South Atlantic Regional AIA Confer- 
ence, Queen Charlotte Hotel, Charlotte, B. B. 
Rothschild, FAIA, Regional Director; Charlotte 
Section, NCAIA, Hosts 

November 1: Durham Council of Architects, Jack Tar 
Hotel, 12:00 N, Frank Depasquale, AIA, President 

November 2: Charlotte Section, N. C. Chapter AIA, 
Stork Restaurant, Independence Blvd., 12:30 PM, 
Thomas P. Turner, Jr., AIA, President 

November 2: School Construction Seminar sponsored 
by Producers Council, 1:30 PM, Park Center 
Auditorium, Charlotte 

November 6: Raleigh Council of Architects, YMCA, 
Hillsborough St., 12:15 PM, William C. Correll, 
AIA, President 

November 6-9: Carolinas Branch, AGC, 46th Annual 
Convention, Boca Raton Hotel & Club, Boca 
Raton, Florida 

November 6-27: N. C. Artists Exhibition, N. C. Art 
Museum, E. Morgan St., Raleigh 

November 15: Winston-Salem Council of Architects, 
Twin City Club, 12:00 N, Donald H. Hines, AIA, 
President 

November 17: Greensboro Registered Architects, 
Dino's Restaurant, 6:30 PM, A. C. Woodroof, Jr., 
AIA, President 

November 21: Carolinas’ Chapter, Producers’ Council, 
Inc., Heart of Charlotte Convention Hall, 6:00 PM 
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Only brick 


does so much so well. 


Brick and Tile Service, Inc., Greensboro, N. C. 
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